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Achieving the promised business benefits of an IT system is intimately tied to the continued incorporation of
the system into the work practices it is intended to support. While much is known about different social,
cognitive, and technical factors that influence initial adoption and use, less is known about the role of
emotional factors in users’ behaviors. Through an in-depth field study conducted in two North American
universities, we examine the role of emotions in how specific IT use patterns emerge. We find that there are
five different characteristics of an IT stimulus event (cues) that, when interacting in a reinforcing manner, elicit
a single class of emotions (uniform affective responses) and, when interacting in an oppositional manner, elicit
mixed emotions (ambivalent affective responses). While users respond to uniform emotions with clear
adaptation strategies, they deal with ambivalent emotions by combining different adaptation behaviors, a
vacillating strategy between emphasizing positive and negative aspects of the stimulus. Surprisingly, these
ambivalent emotions and vacillating strategies can lead to active and positive user engagement, exhibited in
task and tool adaptation behaviors and improvisational use patterns that, despite their nonconformity to terms
of use, can have positive organizational implications.

Keywords: Emotions, IT use patterns, adaptation behaviors, ambivalence, qualitative research

1Suprateek Sarker was the accepting senior editor for this paper. Jens Dibbern served as the associate editor.

The appendices for this paper are located in the “Online Supplements” section of the MIS Quarterly’s website (http://www.misq.org).

MIS Quarterly Vol. 39 No. 2, pp. 367-392/June 2015 367



Stein et al./Coping with Information Technology

Introduction I

Continued, post-adoption use and nonuse of information tech-
nology (IT) is a topic of increasing interest in the Information
Systems (IS) literature (Kane and Labianca 2011; Limayem
etal. 2007; Ortiz de Guinea and Markus 2009). Post-adoption
use is typically conceptualized as an individual’s employment
of technology features to accomplish a task, including the
various learning and exploration activities that may be
necessary for successful IT-supported task accomplishment
(Barki et al. 2007; Burton-Jones and Straub 2006; Saeed and
Abdinnour 2013). Nonuse of IT is often described in terms of
user resistance (Lapointe and Rivard 2005), but with in-
creasing recognition that not all resistance is counterproduc-
tive (Bagayogo et al. 2013; Rivard and Lapointe 2012), and
that various forms of nonuse exist (Satchell and Dourish
2009). In this paper, we examine patterns of behavior that
may contain elements of both use and nonuse, such as em-
bracing the technology and using it as developers intended,
ignoring a technology in the hope that it will go away, or
using only some features.

Our interest in these patterns focuses on the role of emotions
in IT use (Bagozzi 2007; Beaudry and Pinsonneault 2010;
Ortiz de Guinea and Markus 2009). In technology acceptance
research (e.g., Davis 1989) there are a few empirically
grounded extensions of TAM that include emotions (e.g.,
Venkatesh 2000), but there is a recognized dearth of sys-
tematic theory development on the effects of emotions on
technology use (Bagozzi 2007). In the case of practice-
oriented explanations of technology use (Orlikowski 2000,
2007), while processes of “subjective creativity and meaning-
making” are illuminated, the “subjective experience of
agency”—how human agents feel about themselves and their
circumstances—tends to be devalued (Thompson 2012, p.
189). Given this lack of attention to emotions, our theories
around IT use, and our practical solutions geared toward
encouraging use, tend to be based on the assumption of purely
rational, goal-oriented individuals (Bagozzi 2007; Thompson
2012).

We address this limitation by considering how patterns of use
arise from a process of interacting cues that elicit emotion(s)
and in turn different coping strategies which then become
reflected in particular use patterns. Prior research suggests
that an IT stimulus event (e.g., the implementation of new
software) elicits a particular emotion depending on how it is
appraised: as threat or opportunity, as controllable or not
(Beaudry and Pinsonneault 2010). Depending on the evalua-
tive assessment, one of four classes of emotions may be
triggered: loss, deterrence, achievement, or challenge. Until
now, only relationships between specific uniform emotions
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(e.g., anger as representative of the “loss” class of emotions)
and IT use have been examined, while “most events and arti-
facts have the potential of triggering an array of emotions in
an individual” (Beaudry and Pinsonneault 2010, p. 694). This
array of emotions may be of the same class (a uniform
response), or of different classes (a mixed response), re-
flecting emotional ambivalence (Pratt and Doucet 2000).
Prior research also indicates that emotions are associated with
IT use through their influence on adaptation behaviors or
strategies (Beaudry and Pinsonneault 2005). For example,
anxiety has a positive indirect effect (through users seeking
social support), and a negative indirect effect (through
psychological distancing) on IT use. The behaviors of
seeking social support and psychological distancing are part
of a general disturbance handling strategy and help to restore
emotional stability and minimize the perceived threat (ibid.).
While these findings help in understanding the links between
emotions and IT use, there are three particular issues that
deserve further attention. First, the affective characteristics
or cues (Zhang 2013) in an IT stimulus event that are ap-
praised and that elicit the four classes of emotion remain
largely unexplored. Second, the strategies users employ when
faced with mixed (rather than uniform) emotions in response
to an IT stimulus event remains an open question. Third,
Beaudry and Pinsonneault (2010, p. 699) conceptualize IT use
as the “extent to which one actively interacts with the new IT
while performing one’s job,” measured as the self-reported
frequency of performing certain tasks with the IT. Thus, the
link between emotions and IT use—as a set of qualitatively
distinct patterns—remains unstudied.

In line with these open issues, this study focuses on two
research questions:

(1) What (and how do) interacting aspects of an IT stimulus
event elicit uniform and mixed emotions in users?

(2) Howdo users cope with uniform and mixed emotions and
how are these coping strategies reflected in patterns of
IT use?

We address these questions through an in-depth field study
conducted across two settings implementing the same stan-
dardized software package.

Theoretically, our contribution is threefold. First, we offer a
more developed understanding of the various affective cues
present in an IT stimulus event, and how they can separately
and interactively elicit different (sometimes ambivalent) emo-
tions. Second, we confirm and extend the existing process-
oriented understanding of how IT stimulus events, emotions,
and IT use are linked. Our findings largely confirm that,



where affective responses are uniform, clear adaptation
strategies (see Beaudry and Pinsonneault 2010) follow. These
uniform affective responses and corresponding adaptation
strategies lead to either use patterns characterized by support
and conformance to IT terms of use, or use patterns charac-
terized by resistance and nonconformity. Through a better
understanding of the IT stimulus event, we extend the
Beaudry and Pinsonneault model by considering impure
forms, where mixed affective responses (i.e., where two or
more classes of emotions are experienced simultaneously,
indicating some tension or ambivalence in the response) are
elicited by cues interacting in an oppositional manner. Our
findings suggest that users cope with mixed affective
responses by combining various adaptation behaviors,
forming a vacillating strategy between positive—negative
approach behaviors. Interestingly, our data show that this
strategy is reflected in use patterns that do not conform to IT
terms of use, but can still be organizationally beneficial (see
Bagayogo etal. 2013). Third, we offer a better understanding
of IT use as the outcome of affective responses and coping
strategies. By conceptualizing and studying IT use as quali-
tatively distinct patterns with nuanced elements of both use
and nonuse, we show how emotions lead to characteristic
behaviors in people’s IT use that go beyond just more or less
use. Practically, we suggest that the most fruitful avenue
open to IT managers and implementers in changing use
behaviors or turning around an ailing IT implementation
project is by attending to the affective cues and their
interactions.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows: next, we
introduce the theoretical foundation for the study, followed by
an explanation of the research method adopted. We then
present our findings and close the paper with a discussion of
key insights arising from the study.

IT Use Patterns I

Successful initial adoption of technology does not necessarily
lead to continued use (Kim and Malhotra 2005). Existing
conceptualizations and measurements of IT use, which have
tended to focus on intentions to use, do not, therefore,
adequately capture the phenomenon of continued use where
not all system functionality may be employed as expected
(Ferneley and Sobreperez 2006). In response, feature-centric
definitions and models of IT use have been developed (e.g.,
Jasperson et al. 2005), denoting a significant shift from the
black-box IT system view inherent in technology acceptance
research (Davis 1989; Venkatesh et al. 2008). This shift has
led to a definition of individual-level IT use as “an individual
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user’s employment of one or more features of a system to
perform a task” (Burton-Jones and Straub 2006, p. 6).

An expanded conceptualization of IT use that includes three
elements (technology interactions, task—technology adapta-
tion, individual adaptation behaviors) has also been proposed
(Barki et al. 2007, p. 176), thus emphasizing that users do not
just interact with IT, but also engage in adaptation behaviors.
While both interaction and adaptation behaviors can be con-
sidered dimensions of the same broad IT use-related activity
construct (ibid.), earlier process-oriented research shows that
adaptation behaviors can precede actual interactions with the
IT, which may then lead to further adaptations (Beaudry and
Pinsonneault 2005,2010). Conceptualized as problem- and/or
emotion-focused acts that users perform in order to cope with
the perceived or anticipated consequences of an IT event
(Beaudry and Pinsonneault 2005, p. 494), adaptation behav-
iors form a mediating link between individual reactions to
new IT and the physical interaction behaviors that come to
characterize their use of this IT.

Turning to technology interaction behaviors, most research
has focused on use behaviors, while nonuse has been less
frequently investigated (Selwyn 2003). Research on resis-
tance (e.g., Hirschheim and Newman 1988; Kane and
Labianca 2011; Lapointe and Rivard 2005; Markus 1983;
Rivard and Lapointe 2012; Selander and Henfridsson 2012)
has come closest to examining nonuse; however, nonuse and
resistance are not equivalent (van Offenbeek et al. 2013). We
refer to both use and nonuse to indicate a broader set of inter-
actions that people have with IT, and the possibility that not
all forms of nonuse are negative or the result of individual
deficits (Selwyn 2003). Use and nonuse are, therefore, not an
either—or choice, but rather, “a complex, fluid and ambiguous
issue guided by ‘goodness-of-fit” with [users’] lives” (ibid., p.
110). Different combinations of use and nonuse behaviors
have been identified, such as expanded, integrative and
exploratory use (Saeed and Abdinnour 2013); avoidance
(Kane and Labianca 2011); cynicism (Selander and Hen-
fridsson 2012); lagging adoption; disenchantment; disinterest
(Satchell and Dourish 2009); and noncompliance (Sobreperez
2008). Such combinations often describe a configuration of
collective use: distinct patterns of interaction behavior
among members of a collective (Burton-Jones and Gallivan
2007). These patterns can be distinguished according to three
dimensions (ibid., p. 668): system-centered (sets of features
used and not used), user-centered (sets of cognitions and
affect that the users engage the system with), and task-
centered (sets of tasks for which the system is employed).

While these dimensions help to describe people’s interactions

with IT (from here on referred to as use patterns, although we
emphasize again that the patterns involve both use and nonuse
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behaviors), they tell us little about whether these interactions
are in line with organizational expectations. Use patterns can
rarely be assessed at face value: not all use behaviors consti-
tute acceptance (a positive result) and not all nonuse behav-
iors constitute resistance (a negative result). We agree with
the suggestion of van Offenbeek and colleagues (2013) that
users who are positively disposed toward a technology may
not use it and, conversely, users who are resistant toward a
technology may use it. Hence, acceptance and resistance
should not be conceptualized as two ends of a continuum, but
rather as two separate constructs. The support/resistance
dimension ranges from enthusiastic support to aggressive
resistance and is defined as ““support or opposition by an
actor, or a group of actors, to the change associated with
information system implementation” (ibid., p. 438). The
acceptance/nonacceptance dimension ranges from high use to
nonuse and is defined as “user’s employment, or not, of an
information system to perform a task™ (ibid., p. 438). This
definition of acceptance, however, makes it equivalent to IT
use and posits that IT use can be measured on a continuum.
As our aim is to study IT use in terms of qualitatively distinct
patterns, we chose not to adopt the acceptance/nonacceptance
dimension from this work. Instead, we combine the support/
resistance dimension with that of conformity to organizational
intent (Bagayogo et al. 2013). This allows for the positioning
of IT use patterns (i.e., sets of use and nonuse behaviors)
along two dimensions: the level of support or resistance the
set of behaviors show toward the new IT, and the level of
conformity the set of behaviors show toward the organi-
zational intent.

This conceptualization is in line with the idea of effective use
(Burton-Jones and Grange 2013) in that IT systems are not
implemented and used for their own sake, but in order to
achieve desired outcomes. Thus, from an organizational per-
spective, IT use is effective when it helps to achieve organi-
zational goals (i.e., in line with organizational intent).
Typically, organizations communicate their intent through IT
terms of use or statements about how users are expected to
make use of the IT, for example, in official usage policies,
training manuals, or informal communications (Bagayogo et
al. 2013). However, conforming use behaviors may have
adverse, unintended consequences. For example, conforming
to the terms of use of enterprise systems can slow down work
processes when exceptions occur (ibid.). Thus, nonconfor-
mance may have positive effects in terms of actual
organizational intent (e.g., improving efficiency).

In this paper, we consider how both support/resistance and
conformance/nonconformance, enacted in distinct patterns of
use, arise from emotions elicited by an IT implementation
event. Thus, in the next section, we turn to research on
emotions in IT.

370 MIS Quarterly Vol. 39 No. 2/June 2015

Emotions and IT Use Patterns I

Studies examining the role of emotions in IT use remain rare,
despite calls to pay more explicit attention to the topic
(McGrath 2006; Ortiz de Guinea and Markus 2009). Al-
though attempts have been made to incorporate emotions into
existing models of technology acceptance and use (e.g.,
Bhattacherjee 2001; Venkatesh 2000), multiple issues have
been identified in response to these studies and the more
general consideration of emotions in IS research. These
include (1) extensions to existing models to incorporate
emotions tend to be ad hoc, rather than following rigorous
theory development; (2) an abundance of and confusion
around different emotion-related concepts; (3) overreliance on
a variance approach, with processes linking an IT stimulus
event, emotions, and IT use little explored; and (4) limited
understanding of what it is in an IT stimulus event that
actually elicits emotions.

First, TAM extensions, which include the role of emotions,
have been ad hoc: “the practice has been to take a rather
empirical approach by adding various measures of affect to
TAM” (Bagozzi 2007, pp. 248-249). A potential reason for
this is the second identified issue: a lack of clarity around
various emotion-related concepts and their relations (Zhang
2013). With so many concepts (e.g., emotion, mood, attitude,
affect), each with numerous definitions (see Elfenbein 2007),
it is no wonder that confusion and contradictions arise (Zhang
2013). To avoid these pitfalls and to contribute to the creation
of'a consistent and cumulative body of knowledge on emotion
in IS, we build on recent research that attempts to unify and
define various emotion-related concepts in IS research (ibid.).
The particular concepts important in our study are the IT
stimulus event and its affective characteristics (cues)
(together, affective antecedents; see Table 1), and induced
affective states and affective evaluations (together, affective
responses; see Table 1). As prior research has rarely made the
distinction between induced affective states and affective
evaluations, and users often mix and speak of both when
describing their affective responses, we use the terms emotion
and affective response interchangeably.

The third issue points to the prevalence of the variance
approach in most extant research (see Table 2). The 16
papers reviewed by Beaudry and Pinsonneault (2010) that
deal specifically with emotions in IT use, and the 19 papers
reviewed by Zhang (2013) that study various relationships
among affective concepts in the IT literature, all adopt a
variance approach. Together with our own literature review,
these papers are suggestive of a focus on identifying various
important affective antecedents of IT use, while the process
through which emotions arise and have influence on use
remains relatively unexplored (Bagozzi 2007; Beaudry and
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Table 1. Definitions of Relevant Emotion-Related Concepts (adapted from Zhang 2013)

Concept

Definition

(a) IT stimulus event

(b) Affective characteristics forms of virtual reality.

Affective antecedents: (a) Stimulus is something or some event to which a person reacts or responds. It is a psychological
concept; it can be real, imagined, fictitious, remembered, in the future or anticipated, or in other

(cues) of the IT stimulus (b) Affective characteristics (or cues) are stimulus’ features, properties or natures that contain affective
event information. These characteristics may stem directly from the IT itself, or from the environmental
context, as in the ecosystem view of IT use.

Affective responses:
(a) Induced affective states

(b) Affective evaluations

2005, p. 697).

behavior (e.g., IT use).

Affective response is a general term to represent concepts whose meanings reside between a person
and a stimulus. Affective responses include

(i.e., emotions) (a) Induced affective states (i.e., emotions). Emotions arise as reactions to situational events that are
appraised to be relevant to a person’s needs, goals or concerns. Once activated, emotions
generate subjective feelings, motivational states with action tendencies, arouse the body with
energy-mobilizing responses that prepare it for adapting to the situation faced, and express the
quality and intensity of emotionality outwardly to others. Emotion is, thus, defined as an episode of
interrelated, synchronized changes in the states of all or most of the five organismic subsystems
(cognitive, neurophysiological, motivational, motor expression and subjective feeling) (Scherer

(b) Affective evaluations or a person’s appraisals of the stimulus’ affective characteristics. These
appraisals can be outcome- or process-based and oriented toward an object (e.g., IT artifact) or a

Pinsonneault 2005). There are two linkages in this process
that are of particular interest to us: that between an IT
stimulus event and affective responses to this (Group A, Table
2), and that between affective responses and IT use (Group B,
Table 2). The fourth issue is related to the limited scope of
factors explored when considering the first link. Beyond
considerations of design and usability of IT, little is known
about IT stimulus events and how these influence affective
responses. Our study attempts to address these issues by
contributing to a more systematic and process-oriented under-
standing of IT stimulus events eliciting affective responses
and these responses influencing IT use.

It has been posited that individuals evaluate or appraise any
IT stimulus event (e.g., software implementation) along two
dimensions: first, to determine whether the stimulus consti-
tutes a threat or an opportunity, and second, to assess how
much control individuals have over the expected conse-
quences (Beaudry and Pinsonneault 2010). Depending on the
evaluative assessment, one of four classes of emotions may be
triggered: loss (anger, dissatisfaction), activated by appraisals
of threat and low control; deterrence (anxiety, fear), initiated
by appraisals of threat and high control; achievement (satis-
faction, enjoyment), sparked by appraisals of opportunity and
low control; and challenge (excitement, hope), triggered by
appraisals of opportunity and high control (ibid.). However,
what it is in an IT event (the characteristics or cues) that is
appraised and that elicits these emotions remains unexplored.

Prior research in other contexts indicates some plausible
suggestions as to what aspects of an IT stimulus event might

trigger affective responses. Affective events theory argues
that workplace emotions are often activated by interactions
with coworkers, customers, or supervisors (Weiss and Cor-
panzano 1996). Such interactions are also part of IT imple-
mentation and use experiences. Physical artifacts have been
shown to elicit emotions in three ways (Rafaeli and Vilnai-
Yavetz 2004): instrumentally (by supporting or hindering
task achievement), symbolically (by association with ideas),
and aesthetically (through sensory reactions to the artifact’s
presentation). Emotions are also triggered by identity work
(Boudens 2005): organizational change often elicits emotions
because it challenges or verifies people’s identities (Kiefer
and Miller 2003), or leads to reflexive self-comparisons
(Obodaru 2012). For similar reasons, technological change
may initiate affective responses, such as existential anxiety or
feelings of personal meaninglessness (Walsham 1998).

The ability to unpack an IT stimulus event into a set of cues
allows us to consider the potential for such events to trigger
not just a single emotion, or class of emotions, but an array of
emotions (Beaudry and Pinsonneault 2010). Rafaeli and
Vilnai-Yavetz (2004) showed that individuals often relate to
physical artifacts in all three ways (instrumentally, symbol-
ically, and aesthetically), suggesting that various cues within
an IT event may interact and produce mixed affective
responses. For example, it is possible for an individual to
react positively to the aesthetic design of the IT while reacting
negatively to its instrumental qualities. IT events, thus, can
be considered complex stimuli that may elicit multiple emo-
tions (see Elfenbein 2007). The concept of emotional ambiv-
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Table 2. lllustrative Examples of Studies on Affect in IT Use

Definitions of Studied Empirical Method
Concepts According Affective Concepts Relationship (Process or
to Zhang (2013) Studied Studied Variance) Main Findings Citation
Group A: Studies looking at how IT is a stimulus inducing affect/influencing behavior
Affective Webpage design Affective charac- Variance: Various relationships Kim et al.
characteristics of ICT factors (shape, teristics of stimulus Experiment between design elements and | (2003)
stimulus; induced color); emotions — Induced affective | and survey emotions (e.g., blue back-
affective state (feelings, state ground — does not create
impressions) feelings of ‘brightness’)
Affective Mood-relevant cues | Affective charac- Variance: Mood-relevant cues influence | Parboteeah et
characteristics of ICT (e.g., visual appeal teristics of stimulus Experiment perceived enjoyment al. (2009)
stimulus; affective of a website); — Affective positively
evaluation perceived enjoyment | evaluation
Affective Visual appeal of Affective charac- Variance: Website aesthetic charac- Lindgaard et al.
characteristics of ICT website; immediate teristics of stimulus Survey and teristics influence the (2006)
stimulus; affective impression — Affective experiment immediate impression people
evaluation evaluation have
Affective Usability and Affective charac- Variance: Well-designed system is Thdring and
characteristics of ICT aesthetics (well- teristics of stimulus Experiment experienced as more positive, | Mahlke (2007)
stimulus; induced designed vs. ill- — Induced affective less arousing, more pleasant,
affective state designed interface); | state goal conducive, and less
emotions novel
ICT stimulus IT event appraisal ICT stimulus — Process: Users appraise a significant Beaudry and
coping behaviors/ Case study IT event and respond to it Pinsonneault
strategies (including with coping strategies, which (2005)
emotion-focused) influence their performance
Group B: Studies looking at how affect influences IT use
Induced affective state Satisfaction (feelings | Induced affective Variance: Satisfaction influences Bhattacherjee
about prior IS use) state = use continu- | Field survey continuance intentions (2001)
ance intention positively
Induced affective state | Positive and Induced affective Variance: Positive/negative emotions Cenfetelli
negative emotions state — perceived Survey are positively/negatively (2004)
ease of use (PEU) related to PEU
Affective evaluations Computer Affective evaluations | Variance: Playfulness and perceived Venkatesh
playfulness; — perceived ease of | Longitudinal enjoyment are positively (2000)
Computer anxiety; use (PEU) field survey related to PEU; anxiety is
Perceived enjoyment negatively related to PEU
Induced affective state; | Feelings (pleasure, Induced affective Variance: Pleasure and arousal are Kim et al.
affective evaluation arousal); Attitude state — attitude Survey positively related to attitudes (2007)
(affective evaluation) toward use
— continuance
intention
Affective evaluation Satisfaction Affective evalua- Variance: Satisfaction positively influ- Lankton et al.
(evaluations/sense- | tion — habit — Survey ences habit formation; habit (2010)
making) continued IT use positively influences use
Group C: Studies looking at both IT stimulus inducing affect and affect influencing IT use
ICT stimulus; induced IT event appraisal; ICT stimulus — Process/ Users appraise a significant Beaudry and
affective state emotions Induced affective Variance: IT event and respond emo- Pinsonneault
state = coping Case study tionally to it. Users deal with (2010)
behaviors = IT use | and survey emotions via coping behav-

iors, which influence IT use
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alence is helpful in capturing these “mixed emotions” (Pratt
and Doucet 2000) and refers to the experience of both positive
and negative emotions in relation to some target, such as a
person, object, or symbol (Fong 2006; Pratt and Doucet
2000). While unpacking an IT stimulus event into cues helps
in theorizing the presence of ambivalent or mixed affective
responses, the question remains: What is the impact of these
mixed responses?

Beaudry and Pinsonneault (2010) (Group C Table 2) demon-
strate that emotions are associated with IT use through their
influence on adaptation behaviors or strategies. For example,
excitement is positively associated with IT use through task
adaptation: users modify their work practices to maximize
benefits from the IT event. Overall, four different strategies,
associated with the four different classes of emotions, have
been postulated: benefits maximizing inresponse to challenge
emotions, benefits satisficing in response to achievement
emotions, disturbance handling in response to deterrence
emotions, and self-preservation in response to loss emotions
(Beaudry and Pinsonneault 2005). While this categorization
helps in understanding the links between uniform emotions
and IT use, what kind of strategies users employ when faced
with mixed emotions is left unexplored. Research on emo-
tional ambivalence suggests a number of potential strategies:
(1) users adopting a positive or negative approach response
emphasize either only positive or negative aspects of the
complex stimulus, and approach the source of ambivalence
through compliance or through sabotage, aggression, and
derogatory humor; (2) users adopting a negative avoidance
response emphasize negative aspects of the complex stimulus,
but detach themselves from the source of ambivalence; (3) a
vacillation strategy between negative and positive, as well as
between approach and avoidance responses is also possible.
In this case, users vacillate between different emphases and
behaviors, which can help them in accommodating the
ambivalence (Ashforth et al. 2014; Pratt and Doucet 2000).

The negative and positive approach responses and the nega-
tive avoidance response can all be considered defense
mechanisms: they allow the user either to focus on only the
positive or negative aspects of the ambivalent situation, or
deny or escape ambivalence. This resolves the ambivalent
feelings and alleviates tensions, but without necessarily recog-
nizing their presence, which, in turn, may inhibit learning and
problem solving (Ashforth et al. 2014). Conversely, vacil-
lating may enable users to acknowledge the simultaneous
existence of both positive and negative emotions toward the
stimulus and seek a compromise by partially accommodating
both. Compromise may come in two forms: gray or black-
and-white (ibid.). In the first case, users can “average or com-
bine the black and white into gray such that a middle ground
is found,” while in the second case, “neither orientation is
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sacrificed, nor are the orientations wholly honored to the point
where they are incompatible” (ibid., p. 12). For example, if
users feel quite pleased about how a new IT tool has been
introduced and communicated to them, but very frustrated
with the IT itself, it is possible for them to average this into
mild annoyance about the whole situation. Conversely, it is
possible for them to respect the core of both aspects in a give-
and-take form: users could praise the implementation team,
while complaining about the IT. Especially through black-
and-white compromise, users can become more aware that
they may be in an atypical environment. In this case, ambiv-
alent emotions lead individuals to be more sensitive to
unusual associations, thus, potentially increasing their crea-
tivity (Fong 2006). A holistic response to ambivalence is also
possible (Ashforth et al. 2014), which is in the same spirit as
a black-and-white compromise, but denotes full acknowl-
edgment of opposing emotions: a win—win embracing of
tensions, rather than a win some—lose some trade-off.

Based on this review of the literature (Table 2; Beaudry and
Pinsonneault 2005, 2010), Figure 1 summarizes the known
links between an IT stimulus event, affective responses, and
IT use,” and important gaps (italicized and underlined). First,
we zoom in to the relatively unknown antecedents and out-
comes—the IT stimulus event and IT use—by exploring the
nature of affective cues and IT use patterns in detail. Second,
we zoom out and examine how these additional elements link
into and extend the existing process-oriented model of
Beaudry and Pinsonneault (2005, 2010). Here, we examine
how cues elicit mixed and uniform affective responses and
how individuals cope with mixed affective responses.

Research Setting and Method I

We chose a multisite field study to investigate the nature and
role of emotions in IT use. We looked for a context where
users would have considerable discretion over their use
patterns and where emotions were likely to be elicited. More-
over, we needed unrestricted access to various stakeholders.
These criteria led us to identify two North American univer-
sities, a public state institution and a private institution (State
and Private), both of which had purchased and implemented

Zpositive and negative relationships to IT use in Figure 1 is a simplified
depiction of the variously signed relationships between adaptation behaviors
and IT use as discussed by Beaudry and Pinsonneault (2010). For example,
anxiety was shown to have a positive indirect effect on IT use through users
seeking social support and a negative indirect effect on IT use through psych-
ological distancing. As Figure 1 is a combination of multiple works, we have
not depicted all of the proposed relationships so as to keep the figure simple,
while still conveying the gist of the existing process/variance theories.
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Figure 1. Overview of Prior Findings (combining Beaudry and Pinsonneault 2005 and 2010) and

Identified Gaps

the same software package, Faculty Productivity (FP),* with
a view to improving the efficiency of faculty productivity
assessment, accreditation submissions, and other administra-
tive functions. While FP was officially recognized in both
cases as the system of record, the university context, with its
powerful faculty user base, provides an opportunity to explore
how users comply with such requirements and, more impor-
tantly, how this is tied to emotions. Since FP was also linked
to performance evaluations, we deemed it likely to elicit
various affective responses, providing a solid base for inves-
tigating our two research questions.

Both universities can be divided into areas of arts and
sciences (A&S) and professional schools (PS). FP offers a
means of capturing and managing faculty activities. The FP
vendor first offered the package in 1999. At the time of data
collection, there were about 3,000 adopters in more than 25
countries. At its core, FP is a database that, in order to
accommodate the capture of activities across academic disci-
plines, is based on broad classifications of faculty activities
(see Appendix C). Each individual activity (e.g., research
output, teaching, and service) needs to be manually entered
into FP by either copy-pasting it from a CV or typing it in.
There are no formatting or spell-checking options in FP.
Once data have been entered, FP also provides reporting func-
tionality. Typically, faculty members can pull out a stan-
dardized vita and annual activity report (in PDF or MS Word
format), while administrators can also run aggregate reports.

3FP is a name we have given to the package to ensure confidentiality of the
software vendor.
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Sites: State and Private

State is a public university comprising three colleges and four
schools, employing approximately 1,500 faculty members
(900 full-time), and enrolling about 40,000 students. In the
past six years, State has hired a new President and two new
Provosts. The President and former Provost had a long-term
goal to implement a performance-based budgeting (PBB)
approach and to report, at the institutional level, what mem-
bers of faculty were doing in the community. The decision to
purchase FP was driven mainly by the need for a central
faculty vitae database as a prerequisite to achieving this
organizational intent. FP replaced a simple, homegrown web
form that had been used for gathering faculty activity infor-
mation. Introduced in 2009 as a vitae database, faculty mem-
bers were asked to enter their entire vita into the system. In
hindsight, the former Provost considered this to have been a
mistake, as faculty members were overwhelmed with how
much time and effort it took to manually reenter all their CV
data into FP. In light of this, in 2011, faculty members were
requested to enter only the most recent academic year’s
activities into FP. Nonetheless, FP was considered unhelpful
for generating vitae and many members of faculty did not
comply with requests to enter their data. At the time of
writing, State has chosen not to renew its contract for FP and
the project is remembered as a waste of time, money, and
social capital.

Private is a private university emphasizing business education
but also offering programs in the arts and sciences. It has
approximately 5,500 students and 280 full-time members of
faculty. Private’s decision to purchase FP was made by a



special committee, comprising administrators, faculty repre-
sentatives, and technology support personnel. FP replaced a
homegrown database that had become difficult to maintain.
The perceived need for a new system was mainly related to
more efficient accreditation reporting. FP has been used
(initially voluntarily) since 2010 when it was rolled out as a
pilot. A campus-wide e-mail from the Provost delineated the
new system’s advantages, including the ability to maintain an
attractive profile webpage, and produce annual activity
reports. Most data in the old system were migrated into FP
automatically. In2011, following software improvements, all
faculty were asked to prepare their annual reports in FP.
Reactions to FP differed: some faculty members thought it
took longer to prepare for the annual review process than
previously; others viewed the web profiles generated from FP
positively in terms of representing their activities externally.
At the time of writing, FP continues to be the system of record
and is also being used for an upcoming reaccreditation visit.

Data Collection

We conducted 47 semi-structured interviews across the two
research settings (Table 3) with a wide range of stakeholders,
including eight follow-up interviews. Faculty members con-
stituted the main end users of FP, and we included representa-
tives from different disciplines, both tenured and tenure-track,
as well as some department chairs. We also interviewed
administrators and the staff responsible for implementing FP.
Allinterviews were tape recorded and transcribed. Additional
data in the form of meeting recordings, university-wide
memos, e-mails, and informal conversations were collected
and examined, including over 17.5 hours of observational
(video) data: fly-on-the-wall documentation of faculty using
FP to complete annual activity reports. This allowed us to
complement interview data containing recollections of FP use
with observations of use unfolding in front of us. At State, we
observed faculty advisory group sessions that discussed issues
around FP and its use.

Data Analysis

We describe our data analysis in two parts. First, we discuss
how data were coded and individual affective and behavioral
responses aggregated. Then we consider the analysis in terms
of developing a comprehensive framework linking cues, emo-
tions, and IT use patterns (Figure 2). We began by zooming
into individual affective responses, to examine which par-
ticular affective cues elicited these responses, and into
individual IT use behaviors, to explore particular patterns the
users enact. Thus, our unit of analysis is, broadly, individual
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reactions (affective and behavioral) to new IT. Our founda-
tion was Beaudry and Pinsonneault’s (2010) study that
grouped the types of affective responses that IT events elicit
into four classes: achievement, loss, challenge, and deter-
rence. Our analysis confirms this classification but also sug-
gests the presence of mixed or ambivalent affective responses
(step 1). We then explored the affective cues that elicited
both uniform and mixed responses (step 2), and what kind of
use patterns (step 3) individual users enacted. While there is
some prior research suggesting the types of cues (e.g., Rafaeli
and Vilnai-Yavetz 2004; Weiss and Corpanzano 1996) and
use patterns (Saeed and Abdinnour 2013) that one might ex-
pect to find, this part of the analysis was largely data-driven.

This focused exploration of affective cues and IT use patterns
was followed by a consideration of how the resultant new
understanding links into, and extends, Beaudry and Pinson-
neault’s (2005, 2010) process-oriented model (Figure 1). In
order to do this, we zoomed out and looked at sequences of
events linking various affective cues of the IT stimulus,
affective responses, and IT use patterns (steps 4 and 5). This
allowed us to verify and extend the existing model. Our
overall approach is, thus, best characterized as intermediate
theory research (Edmondson and McManus 2007). We draw
extensively on prior work on emotions in IT use (Beaudry and
Pinsonneault 2010) and a coping model of user adaptation
(Beaudry and Pinsonneault 2005), both confirming and
extending this process- and variance-oriented research.

Coding and Aggregating Data

We followed qualitative data coding procedures (Miles and
Huberman 1994; Myers 2009) using a web-based tool
(Dedoose) for coding. The data-driven approach enabled us
to describe and develop our two main categories (affective
cues and IT use patterns) and by exploring variations in these,
to uncover how these categories link to other elements and
processes of interest. We illustrate the processes of abstrac-
tion toward these main categories in Appendix A (Tables Al
and A2). We began our analysis by assuming that IT events
elicit four classes of emotion (Beaudry and Pinsonneault
2010). To assess this empirically, we identified the presence
of affective responses in our data. We looked for how the
study participants described situations in emotional terms
(e.g., pleased; angry; worried) and the way they “talked to” or
about the system while using it or discussing it in meetings.
We compared and contrasted affective responses evident in
our data in order to group experiences into an affect category
(Scherer 2005, pp. 714-715). For example, experiences
described as “nice” and “good” were grouped into the satis-
faction category (achievement class) (Appendix D).
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Table 3. Research Methods across Settings

(relevant for study)

Methods State Private
Field work Interviews and observations over 18 months | Interviews and observations over 12 months
Timing Implementation and post-implementation Same
IT systems in use Packaged software system for faculty CV Same

management/productivity evaluations (FP);
MS Office software; MS Outlook.

Narrative 29 interviews with 23 stakeholders: 4 with 3 | 18 interviews with 30 stakeholders: 4 with 3 imple-

interviews implementation team members; 8 with 7 mentation team members; 6 with 6 administrators/
administrators; 17 with 13 faculty members. | chairs (+ 1 meeting recording with 21 administrators/
In total, approx. 25 hours of audio data. chairs present); 7 with 7 faculty members. In total,

approximately 20 hours of audio data.

Observations 2 faculty advisory group sessions + limited 4 sessions with faculty filling out their annual reports
observations of faculty use during inter- + limited observations of faculty use during interviews
views. In total, approximately 7.5 hours of In total, approximately 10 hours of observations.
observations.

Documentation E-mails; help documentation; aggregated Same

system use reports

Confirm Beaudry and Pinsonneault (2010)

Zooming in: focus on affective cues andilT use patterns

Exploratory

1. Analyze the different classes of
affective responses elicited by IT events

2. Analyze affective cues that elicit
identified affective responses

3. Analyze IT use
patterns

e A W

. A -

4. Analyze the linkage between affective
cues and affective responses (incl. mixed
responses)

5. Analyze the linkage between affective
cues, uniform, and mixed affective
responses and IT use patterns

v

Zooming out: focus on processes linking cues, responses & IT use patterns

Extend Beaudry and Pinsonneault (2005, 2010)

Figure 2. Overview of Data Analysis Steps

Next, we analyzed the various reasons given for affective
responses in descriptions of past experiences, or noticed dif-
ferent events preceding a particular affective response during
observation. We used descriptive coding (Myers 2009) to
compare and contrast similar and different events, interactions
and reflections evident in our data, and to group similar
elements into a type of cue (see Table Al, Appendix A). We
then used interpretive coding (ibid.) to further group these
descriptive codes, alternating between insights from prior
research (Boudens 2005; Rafaeli and Vilnai-Yavetz 2004;
Weiss and Corpanzano 1996) and the specifics of our data.
We found evidence of instrumental, symbolic, identity work-,
interaction-, and change-related cues.
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To describe the content of particular use patterns present in
our data, we looked for (descriptions of) specific ways indi-
viduals used (and did not use) FP. We focused on three
criteria to discern use patterns (Burton-Jones and Gallivan
2007): system-centered (different sets of features used and
not used), user-centered (different sets of cognitions and
affect with which the users engage the system), and task-
centered (different sets of tasks for which the system is em-
ployed). We used descriptive coding (Myers 2009) to com-
pare similar and different descriptions of use, and to group
similar sets of interactions, affects/cognitions, and tasks into
categories (see Table A2, Appendix A). Whenever possible,
we identified the temporal and logical sequence of actions



that make up a distinct use/nonuse category. In doing so, we
aggregated data across multiple individuals (Pentland and
Feldman 2007). We then applied interpretive coding (Myers
2009) to further group conceptually similar sequences. This
process resulted in the identification of five distinct use pat-
terns: personalization, gaming the system, being a good
citizen, exercising discretion, and opting out. Below, we pre-
sent the typical tasks, sequence of actions, and affect charac-
teristic for each use pattern as a narrative network: “a set of
stories (performances) that have been, or could be, generated
by combining and recombining fragments of technology in
use” (Pentland and Feldman 2007, p. 781). A narrative net-
work is based on aggregated data, but it presents the gener-
alized sequence of actions in first person, because it depicts
a typical use pattern for all the individual actors upon whose
stories it is based.

Developing a Comprehensive Framework

To zoom out and describe the relationship between the iden-
tified cues, affective responses, and emerging use patterns, we
alternated between the process model adapted from Beaudry
and Pinsonneault (2005, 2010) (Figure 1) and the sequences
of events observable in our data. In order to do so, we ana-
lyzed IT use situations holistically (per individual) and then
across individuals to identify the (1) affective cues present,
(2) affective responses present, and (3) use patterns present.
The linkages between cues, affective responses, and use
patterns (and the supporting evidence) are detailed in our
findings.

Findings I
Uniform and Mixed Affective Responses to IT

Our findings largely confirm that affective responses elicited
by an IT stimulus event can be categorized into four broad
classes (Figure 3) depending on how the IT event is appraised
(Beaudry and Pinsonneault 2010). Loss emotions (anger,
frustration) were evident when the IT stimulus event was ap-
praised as a threat and the users perceive a lack of control
over the expected consequences. Achievement emotions
(satisfaction, pleasure) were evident when the IT stimulus
event was appraised as an opportunity and the users perceive
a lack of control over the expected consequences. For
example, users “loved the idea of rolling up data” in FP,
despite their lack of control over who might see and manipu-
late the data entered into FP. Deterrence emotions (worry,
fear) were evident when the IT stimulus event was appraised
as a threat and users perceive some control over the expected
consequences. For example, faculty members feel concerned
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or worried about what will happen to the data entered into FP,
but also perceive that they retain some control over the quality
and quantity of data they input. Notably, there was a lack of
challenge emotions evident in our data. The potential for
excitement is mentioned in a setting of user control and where
FP would be appraised as an opportunity (e.g., using FP data
for easier accreditation reporting). However, this appraisal
would only be possible when accreditation was imminent and
if FP data were adequately maintained. Either one or both of
these conditions were not fulfilled at Private or State during
our study.

While we have presented uniform affective responses in
Figure 3, our data also revealed situations where individuals
responded with an ambivalent affective response (i.e., two or
more emotions from different classes were associated with FP
at the same time). For example, we noticed a mix of satisfac-
tion and frustration (achievement and loss), but also satisfac-
tion and concern (achievement and deterrence):

1 can still see there’s an excess of data fields....I'm
pleased with how it worked out, but I can see if
someone published six or seven articles a year this
[a few too many fields] might be frustrating.
(Faculty member, tenured, A&S, Private)

Having all of the “facts” coming out of [FP] I think
is wonderful....But then having [the FP data] used
second-hand without knowing who is using it, maybe
a little bit uncomfortable. (Department chair,
tenured, PS, Private)

In order to understand how these mixed affective responses
arise, it was necessary to unpack the IT stimulus event—to
examine which cues elicit a particular affective response and
whether interactions between these cues could explain the
presence of ambivalent affective responses.

Cues of the IT Stimulus Event

We identified five different types of affective characteristics
(cues) of the IT stimulus event that users responded to emo-
tionally: IT instrumentality, interactions with others, involve-
ment in change, identity work, and IT symbolism.

IT Instrumentality: Functionality and usable design of FP
were characteristics we found to be regularly associated with
affective responses. This IT instrumentality cue was apparent
when the user perceived FP as helping or hindering the com-
pletion of an activity, often in comparison with previous
systems used to complete the same task. Loss and/or achieve-
ment emotions (e.g., satisfaction and frustration) are prevalent
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A
Achievement Emotions

“It's really a nice fool, |love the idea of being
able to roll up and get a view. | know people
are worried about who's looking at my data,
but | don't have any secrets” (Faculty member,
tenured, A&S, State)

Perceivedlack of

Opportunity

h

Challenge Emotions

N/A, but possibility for challenge emotions
present: “People, who might get excited about the
system are those who have to use it for
accreditation purposes” (Former associate dean,
tenured, PS, Private)

Perceivedcontrol

rl
-

control over

consequences Loss Emotions

“this incredible revolt on the part of
the faculty. And if we don't do it,
we're going to lose” (Department
chair, tenured, A&S, State)

N

Threat

> over

Deterrence Emotions consequences

“I'm not sure that my colleagues are as
concerned about this, but for me it's
definitely about the ramifications of the littie
boxes you choose to fill in" (Faculty member,
tenure-track, A&S, State)

Figure 3. Examples of Affective Responses to FP as the Stimulus Event (adapted from Beaudry and

Pinsonneault 2010)

in response to this cue, suggesting that instrumentality is per-
ceived by end-users as something over which they have little
control, and is appraised, respectively, either as an oppor-
tunity or a threat.

It [FP] does help keep your activities organized.
Plus they have some nice features—like this— “to
present.” A lot of the service stuff continues year
after year, so you don’t have to retype it, just put “to
present” (no end date) and it’s done. (Tenured
faculty member, PS, Private)

Scientists are frustrated, because everything is
available in sort of [EndNote, MEDLINE), right?
1t [FP] seems very generically written to try to ap-
peal to everyone, but it just p****s off most people.
(Vice Provost, former department chair, A&S, State)

It is possible for the same user to perceive IT instrumentality
as a threat and an opportunity simultaneously, leading to a
mixed affective response. This happens, for example, when
some aspects of the new IT functionality appear to afford new
opportunities while other aspects appear to constrain their
ability to perform work tasks.

Interactions with Others: User interactions with stake-
holders in the FP project also provoked emotions. Various
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forms of communication create the background of second-
hand experiences with IT so that individuals respond to the IT
stimulus event based on what they have heard others say
about the technology, in particular, the administrative spon-
sors and the IT project team. Loss and/or achievement
emotions are prevalent in response to this cue.

They 're not doing a good job of communicating the
value of [using FP]. You don’t get punished; you
don’t get rewarded. Why should we do this?
(Department chair, PS, State)

1 think they did a good job of saying that this [FP] is
a next integration of something we need. (Former
department chair, A&S, Private)

This suggests that as a cue, interactions with others about IT,
can signal either that the new system is a threat or an
opportunity, over which users have little control. As with IT
instrumentality, the same user may have both positive and
negative interactions. A department chair at Private, for
example, comments on positive interactions with the imple-
menters of FP, while hinting at less positive interactions with
higher administration.

X [person in the implementation office] was ex-
tremely receptive and cooperative and I found him
always to be responsive....[but] I think in an atmo-



sphere of trust there would probably be a lot less
second guessing about this mass use of “identities.”

Involvement in Change: Our data revealed that some users
responded emotionally based on their personal experiences of
being involved (or not) in the IT project. Deterrence or
achievement emotions are prevalent in response to this
involvement in change cue.

1 think they passed up some feedback, but nothing
[happened]....And nobody is talking about depart-
mental differences and what the categories in [FP]
should be, which is why there are some concerns as
to where [FP] will lead. (Department chair, A&S,
State)

I'm very gratified with the results; I was glad I was
part of it. The [implementation] staff was super-
responsive about everything. (Tenured faculty
member, A&S, Private)

As expected, we did not find cases where users had both
responses simultaneously, as it is unlikely that the same user
would be concurrently involved/not involved in the project.
The prevalent affective responses suggest that involvement in
the implementation of new IT may signal either that the new
system is a threat over which users could have control (but are
not being allowed to exercise this control), leading to deter-
rence emotions, or that the new system is an opportunity,
leading to achievement emotions. We suggest that positive
emotions in this case are in the achievement class (not chal-
lenge class), because end users, despite being involved and
seeing the new IT as an opportunity, seem to appraise their
level of control to be minimal as the decision as to whether FP
would be implemented was not at their discretion.

IT Symbolism: This refers to the various ideas and messages
that using the IT artifact for a particular purpose brings up.
At both State and Private, there were various symbolic asso-
ciations elicited by FP, including associations of surveillance

It’s another step in a culture of monitoring us. And
if it’s not [FP], it’s some other thing that’s gonna
make us all angry. What we object to is the culture
at this point...the software just makes it visible.
(Department chair, PS, State)

and standardization
Everyone’s frustration is—those numbers are mean-

ingless, so, are no numbers better than really bad
numbers?... Now [FP] forces the standardization,
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rather than the Provost being the “bad guy”.
(Department chair, A&S, State)

In our settings, loss emotions were prevalent in response to
this cue. This suggests that the symbolic associations around
FP were largely negative in content, tending to cue appraisals
of the new IT as a threat and the perception that users can do
little to influence the consequences.

Identity Work: As a cue this refers to the ways in which the
individual using the IT associated it with particular aspects of
their own status, power and performance. In response to this
cue, deterrence emotions were prevalent.

It does feel sort of yucky when you have a lot of
blank categories, because you feel like you have
failed to achieve....Please do this form, so we can
take away more money from you. No wonder people
are suspicious of [FP]. (Tenure-track faculty
member, A&S, State)

Being a faculty member—you develop your own
unique ways of making yourselflook good. And this
[FP] is trying to frame it all into an assembly line.
So I think that’s some of the distrust... (Tenured
faculty member, A&S, State)

Thus, self-reflections arising around the new technology tend
to cue appraisals of FP as a threat over which users do have
some control. This confirms prior research that suggests that
identity work is especially emotional when there is a per-
ceived threat to one’s identity (Kiefer and Miiller 2003).
Table 4 summarizes each cue and the different emotion
classes elicited.

Turning to our first research question, our findings show that
individuals respond emotionally to a confluence of cues sali-
ent in an IT stimulus event. Specifically, we identified five
different types of cues of the stimulus that are linked with dif-
ferent affective responses. However, as Beaudry and Pinson-
neault (2010) imply and as our findings substantiate, the same
IT event, and even the same cue, may be appraised as being
both a threat and an opportunity, both controllable and not,
thus eliciting ambivalent affective responses. First, it is pos-
sible for the same cue to hold both positive and negative con-
tent (e.g., simultaneous consideration of constraining and
enabling IT functions). Second, when appraising an IT event
as a whole, users typically respond to a confluence of cues,
the mixed affective response here may be the result of a posi-
tive response to one cue and a negative response to another.
To account for this indeterminate influence of a particular
cue, and the influence that a confluence of cues has, we next
propose important extensions to the existing process model.
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Table 4. Cues and Corresponding Affective Responses

associates with broader ideas and
that take on various connotations.

data.

ciated with ideas with
negative connotations.

Positive Affective Negative Affective
Cue Definition Response Response Mixed Affective Response

IT instrumen- Functional and design features of Achievement when Loss when FP con- Both when some aspects of
tality IT that the user perceives allow or FP affords new strains, hinders, slows FP appear to afford new

do not allow him/her to perform opportunities, easier down work activities. opportunities, while others

work tasks. task achievement. appear to constrain the ability

to perform work tasks.

IT symbolism Characteristics of IT that the user None evident in our Loss when FP asso- Possible, but none evident in

our data.

Identity work

Characteristics of the IT/IT event
that the user perceives
communicate something about
his/her status and performance.

None evident in our
data.

Deterrence when user
cannot make him/
herself “look” the way
they want to using FP.

Possible, but none evident in
our data.

Interactions
with others

What others, with whom a user
interacts, say about the IT/IT event
(purpose, how easy it is to use and
how useful it is) and how they say
it.

Achievement when
others talk about FP
positively and foster
positive relationships
with the user (trust).

Loss when others
bemoan FP; or when
interactions them-
selves are perceived
as insufficient or
unreliable.

Both when some interactions
about FP are positive and
others negative (or
insufficient).

Involvement in

Level of user involvement in the

Achievement when

Deterrence when user

Unlikely as simultaneous

change new IT change project. actually involved in reflects on his/her lack | involvement and non-
the change to FP of involvement, involvement is not common.
(more than nominally). | inability to impact
decisions.
IT Use Patterns a reinforcing manner, thereby eliciting the same class of

We found five distinct patterns of use in our settings: exer-
cising discretion, being a good citizen, gaming the system,
personalizing, and opting out. Three of these patterns were
observed in both research settings. Table 5 gives an overview
of the use patterns using the task-, system-, and user-centered
dimensions (Burton-Jones and Gallivan 2007).* At State and
Private, FP was used mainly for annual report related or CV
maintenance activities, which can broadly be split into three
tasks: inputting data into, generating and finalizing, and sub-
mitting the report/CV. While Table 5 offers a description of
the use patterns found, how these patterns are influenced by
cues and affective responses remains an open question to
which we turn next.

Linking Cues, Affective Responses,
and IT Use Patterns
An individual user typically has a set of particular affective

responses that are elicited by a confluence of affective cues of
the IT stimulus event. The five different cues may interact in

4Quotes illustrating the use patterns are given in Appendix A, Table A2.
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emotions (uniform response), or they may interact in an oppo-
sitional manner, eliciting different classes of emotions (mixed
response). We find that users have different coping behaviors
to deal with these affective responses (see Beaudry and
Pinsonneault 2005, 2010; Pratt and Doucet 2000), leading to
different use patterns.

Coping with Uniform Affective Responses

Users cope with uniform affective responses through pure
adaptation strategies (Beaudry and Pinsonneault 2005, 2010).
The use patterns of being a good citizen, gaming the system,
and opting out emerge from these pure adaptation strategies.
Given the confirmatory nature of our findings here, we only
present short summaries with chains of evidence in
Appendix B.

The use pattern of being a good citizen was observed only at
Private. We find that it emerges as a result of the reinforcing
interactions between IT instrumentality and interactions with
others cues. The generally positive response to instrumental
affordances interacts with positive responses to communica-
tion between project sponsors and faculty members. As a
result, positive experiences are reinforced, creating a uniform



Being a good citizen (use
FP as intended, fill in all
requested data, use FP
version for subsequent
purposes)

(Only Private)

Gaming the system (only
fill in the data in FP that
matters for performance
evaluations)

(State and Private)

Opting out (FP is
not used at all)
(Only State)

Stein et al./Coping with Information Technology

Table 5. Overview of Use Patterns at State and Private

Exercising discretion
(use FP as intended, but
tweak it to fit your needs)
(State and Private)

Personalizing (use data in
FP to generate an annual
report/CV, then edit it in MS
Word and use the MS Word
version for subsequent
purposes)

(State and Private)

Task-centered: fill out
annual report/CV in FP,
check the report in Word,
submit it in FP

Task-centered: fill out
annual report/CV in FP,
check the report in Word;
submit it in Word

Task-centered: fill

Task-centered: fill out

out annual report
/CV, check and
submit it using
Word

annual report/CV in FP;
check the report in Word;
submit in either FP or as
a Word file

Task-centered: fill out annual
report/ CV in FP, check the
report in Word; submit in
Word

System-centered:

A1. lloginto FP

A2. |read the instructions
for filling out the annual
report (MS Outlook)

A3. |look over last year’s
report

A4. 1go through each sec-
tion of the annual report
and enter most of the
requested data (e.g.,
abstracts for
publications)

A5. | am done with all
sections

A6. | generate the report in
MS Word and check the
report for accuracy

A7. 1go back to edit the
report in FP

A8. When satisfied, | certify
my report is complete in
FP and submit it
through FP

System-centered:
B1. Iloginto FP

B2. | go through those
sections of the annual
report/CV that will
make me look good
for the administration
(e.g., I do not enter
professional member-
ships or community
service; | do not enter
other things normally
found on a CV; | enter
journal articles and
other scholarly
activities)

B3. |decide thatitis
enough (go to E2-E4)

System-centered:

System-centered:

C1. I maintain my
CV/do my
annual report
using MS
Word, End-
Note, or
some other
tool

D1. Ilog into FP

D2. I go through each
section of the
annual report/CV
and enter data
selectively ac-
cording to what is
important to me and
to the university
from my perspective
(e.g., I do not fill out
departmental ser-
vice; | do enter
scholarship and

professional service.

| do not enter
abstracts for
publications.)

D3. | am done with all
sections (go to E2-
E4 or AG-A8)

System-centered:

E1. Ienter all of my data
into FP (cf. D1-D3; A1-
A5)

E2. |generate an MS Word
format annual report/CV
in FP

E3. | edit the report/CV in
MS Word

E4. | submit the MS Word
report to my chair/dean
via e-mail/l use the MS
Word CV on all
occasions where my CV
is needed

User-centered:
Neutral interest/disinterest,
conscientiousness

User-centered: Cynicism
and anxiety

User-centered:

User-centered: Engaged

Resentful dis-
engagement

interest mixed with some
frustration

User-centered: Engaged
interest mixed with concern

affective response of satisfaction (achievement). This is met
with the general strategy of benefits satisficing: already satis-
fied users have little motivation to adapt (the task, technology,
or themselves) and settle for the prescribed way of doing
things. This results in a use pattern where faculty users, while
putting considerable effort into their activities with FP, also
show little initiative in learning new features, improving the
technology, or experimenting with tasks (Table B1).

The gaming the system use pattern emerges as a result of
reinforcing interplays between the identity work and involve-
ment in change cues. Emotions of anxiety and fear related to
FP not supporting faculty expressions of distinctiveness are
reinforced by concerns around lack of user involvement in FP
design. This confluence of cues and the uniform affective

response (deterrence) are met with a strategy of disturbance
handling, with behaviors of psychological distancing and task
adaptation, oriented toward reducing anxiety. This results in
a use pattern of minimal, but strategic, effort when inputting
data into FP (Table B2). When individuals are not given the
chance to be involved in a potentially threatening IT effort
that has a direct influence on something as important as their
performance evaluation, they find a way to control the conse-
quences of that effort and beat the administration at their own
game (e.g., inputting data used for evaluations, but purpose-
fully neglecting to input other potentially useful data).

The use pattern of opting out of FP use for any activity
emerged only at State as a result of a reinforcing confluence
of the symbolic and interaction cues. Stronger emotions of
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Table 6. Exercising Discretion: Evidence Chain for Use Pattern Emergence

Affective Adaptation
Cues Appraisal Responses Behaviors IT Use Pattern
IT instru- | “/ can still see there’s an Mixed: achieve- | Mixed: Vacillating Exercising Discretion
. mentality | excess of data fields, but if | ment and loss between negative- 1. lloginto FP
% ™ you’re selective about the approach and 2. | go through each
h 5 ones you use, then you “I'm pleased positive-approach section of the
~ w0 = don’t have to invest a lot of | with how it strategy annual report/CV
g g;. time in it....1 think [FP] worked out. If and enter data
B =08 works to the benefit of someone pub- Some venting (self- selectively
-5'6’ % < individual faculty. People lished six or preservation), but according to what
S % realized that it made their seven articles a | also task and tool is important to me
3 g £ lives easier” year this (a few adaptation as well as and to the
§ £ o too many fields) | seeking university
Qo %Q Both-and: FP seen as might be instrumental 3. | am done with all
NTL both an opportunity and a frustrating” support (benefits sections
potential threat; low control) maximizing)

anger and resentment related to negative symbolic associa-
tions (e.g., FP used for surveillance) are reinforced by less
intense dissatisfaction with a lack of communication between
project sponsors and faculty members (e.g., about the impor-
tance and value of FP). These uniformly negative loss
emotions are handled with the general strategy of self preser-
vation, specifically with behaviors of avoidance, reflected in
a pattern of nonuse: opting out (Table B3).

Coping with Mixed Affective Responses

Users cope with mixed or ambivalent affective responses
through not one clear adaptation strategy; rather, users com-
bine various adaptation behaviors that are often associated
with different strategies. The use patterns of exercising dis-
cretion and personalizing emerge from these impure adapta-
tion strategies. Our findings extend the model proposed by
Beaudry and Pinsonneault (2005, 2010) that only deals with
uniform emotions and pure adaptation strategies. Ac-
cordingly, we discuss illustrative individual cases that demon-
strate the emergence of these impure strategies before pre-
senting cross-individual evidence chains in tables.

The exercising discretion use pattern (Table 6) emerges as a
result of the instrumental cue alone. Users appraise the
balance between instrumental constraints and affordances
(Leonardi 2009) and respond with a mixture of satisfaction
and frustration. Following Beaudry and Pinsonneault, we
would expect users to respond with benefits satisficing to
achievement emotions and with self-preservation to loss emo-
tions. However, what we find is a combination of specific
adaptation behaviors, including venting, task and tool adapta-
tion, and seeking instrumental support (as exemplified in the
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narrative presented in Figure 4). While venting is associated
with the self-preservation strategy, the latter three are asso-
ciated with the benefits maximization strategy rather than
benefits satisficing (ibid.). The user’s narrative shows, first,
the prevalence of the IT instrumentality cue: the individual is
oriented toward what FP allows and does not allow him to do
and he sees FP both as a threat and an opportunity (eliciting
an ambivalent response he describes “like your parents
making you eat your vegetables”). In coping with this ambiv-
alence, the user is actively experimenting with tasks (skipping
entering certain data) and the tool (design recommendations;
seeking instrumental support from a different system such as
MS Outlook). However, the user is also venting, expressing
frustration about the mind-numbing necessity to “account for
everything.”

Attributing the combination of these behaviors to an overall
strategy, we build on the idea of vacillation (Pratt and Doucet
2000). Users waver between emphasizing the positive and
negative aspects of the complex stimulus (FP instrumentality),
but within the approach response. Users approach the instru-
mental opportunities and constraints as a trade-off or a black-
and-white compromise (Ashforth etal. 2014; Pratt and Doucet
2000). In order to have an official record in FP, users have
little choice but to use it. Frustration with the system can lead
them to vent, but not to avoidance; rather, venting can be
cathartic and can be accompanied by creative task and tool
adaptations (see Fong 2006). Through vacillation, faculty
members develop the overall use pattern of making FP work
for them by exercising discretion (Table 6).

The personalizing use pattern emerges as a result of identity
work and IT instrumentality cues interacting. First, FP’s
inability to represent what individual faculty members viewed
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Cue: Focus on FP instrumentality (as both opportunity and threat).
Mixed emotions: Satisfaction and Frustration.

/

Coping:

Venting
frustration
(negative
approach)

Compromise:
desire for
official record/
no desire for
accounting

I mean one of the good things about this [FP], it’s kind of like your parents
making you eat your vegetables. It forces you to sit there and do this stuff. But
then again, who the hell cares. What profession does this?....accounts for
= everything ? The only other one is healthcare... it’s absolutely mind-numbing

..the only thing | care about is that there’s a record of it in the system, so it’s in
there— in my official record....[I've] a design recommendation....Howdo peop!é
generally organize their vitas? By chronological order, right? Here [in FP] there’s
some of that, but it’s not cleanly delineated....OK, book chapter... [speaking out Coping: Task
loud while entering data into FP] Title of the book chapter...I could copy-paste it, | adaptation (positive
but it’s faster to just type it out. Number of pages— | don’t
know...whatever....We’ll skip that. Abstract—no. Date accepted and publishe
I don’t know. How many people actually fill out all these fields? It’s like field
noise... | wonder if there’s this functionality in Outlook where anytime you get
an e-mail that could be related to your activity report you could flag it, so it’ll b‘e':_, approach)
clearly in one spot....Part of my thinking here is - does your administration care?
Is it relevant? So that in my mind prioritizes some of these categories. So I'm
not just filling it out for me, I'm filling this out with my own sense of
institutional understanding regarding what this information is supposed to
do. (Tenured professor, Department chair, A&S, Private)

Coping: Tool
adaptation
(proposal) (positive

M, approach) /

%ﬂ approach)

Coping: Seeking
instrumental sup-

port (positive

| Use Pattern:

Exercising
Discretion

-

Figure 4. lllustrative Vignette: Emergence of the Exercising Discretion Pattern

as their particular distinctiveness leads to emotions of dis-
comfort and anxiety. These emotions are confronted with a
positive instrumental factor: being able to generate an edit-
able MS Word annual report or a CV from FP. From prior
research, we would expect users to respond with benefits
satisficing to achievement emotions, and with disturbance
handling to deterrence emotions (Beaudry and Pinsonneault
2005, 2010). However, what we find is a combination of
seeking social support and tool adaptation (as exemplified in
the narrative presented in Figure 5).

While seeking social support is associated with disturbance
handling (and self preservation) strategies, tool adaptation is
associated with the benefits maximization strategy (ibid.).
The user’s narrative demonstrates, first, the oppositional inter-
action of two cues: the individual is oriented toward how
they want to look on their CV and how FP can support or con-
strain this (i.e., what makes sense in a CV may not be there in
FP). The result is that FP is seen as an opportunity and a
potential threat that needs to be controlled (eliciting an ambiv-
alent emotion of concern and satisfaction). In dealing with
these emotions, the user is appealing to colleagues for
sympathy (seeking social support that all want to edit their
report) as well as actively adapting the tool (seeking instru-
mental support from a different system, MS Word). As an
overall strategy, we suggest that the users vacillate between

emphasizing the positive and negative aspects of the stimulus
within the approach response (Pratt and Doucet 2000). Users
are able to compromise between the negative aspect of having
to use FP, but having little control over how it represents
them, and the positive aspect of being able to control the
threat by editing one’s report using a different tool. As a
result, the users continue to use FP for giving the facts, while
these facts are composed into a personal story in MS Word
(Table 7).

Use Patterns: When Do Users Go
Against Organizational Intent?

To better understand the links between affective responses,
adaptation strategies, and use patterns, we abstract away from
the five specific use patterns and group them according to the
dimensions of support/resistance and conformance/noncon-
formance to IT terms of use (Bagayogo et al. 2013; van
Offenbeek et al. 2013), as shown in Figure 6. Being a good
citizen is a supportive use pattern that is characterized by a
high degree of conformance to IT terms of use. The pattern
is somewhat passive as users demonstrate little initiative to
enhance the system; rather users are geared towards “doing
what they are told.” Gaming the system and opting out are
both resistance patterns. Gaming the system demonstrates
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[ Cue: FP instrumentality (opportunity to edit). ‘

“I had all my data in there [FP], but when | generated a report | had to edit
it [in MS Word]. Because courses were showing that | was coordinating, but
not actually teaching ... showing all the [student evaluations] I had to black
them out... sometimes you get that items fall into multiple categories, [FP
reports] often reformat some things and place things in different spots. [FP}/
might not have all the things that you need that might make sense in the _
context of your CV. And I've heard from a lot of faculty that they wanted to
be able to edit it. When you have the final report, you say, ‘OK, now | want
to get it to look nice’ and you edit, but the basic information —the articles
and everything else — is coming from the system”. (Tenured professor,
Department chair, PS, Private)

Table 7. Personalizing: Evidence Chain for Use Pattern Emergence

Cue: Identity
work (FP as
threat)

Coping: Seeking
social support

Coping: Tool
adaptation

Use Pattern:
Personalizing

Figure 5. lllustrative Vignette: Emergence of the Personalizing Pattern

Affective Adaptation
Cues Appraisal Responses Behaviors IT Use Pattern
Identity “The bottom line is, Mixed (for IT Mixed: Personalizing
work different faculty like to event as a whole, | vacillating 1. lenterall of
format things in different containing both between positive- my data into
ways. Faculty want the cues): deterrence | approach and FP
0 o documents that they and achievement negative- 2. | generate an
‘§ = present to be their “Having [the FP approach MS Word
= 0 signature, presentation data] used strategy. format annual
= and everything else.” second-hand report/CV in
¢ % without knowing Seeking social FP
g (Both-and: FP seenasa | who is using it, support; tool 3. leditthe
=9 potential threat; desire for | maybe a little bit adaptation (Re- report/CV in
59 high control; below: FP uncomfortable.” process FP data MS Word
=0 seen as an opportunity.) in Word.) 4. | submit the
€ o [ ITinstru- | “There’s formatting “Having all of the | _ MS Word
% 2 | mentality | idiosyncrasies that...but| | ‘facts’coming out | ‘1 got no faculty report to my
& think it [FP) helps of FP | think is reports that were chair / dean
oz everybody understand wonderful” not re-processed via e-mail / |
what the data is that we in Word. use the MS
want to use.” Word CV on
all occasions
(Both-and: FP seen as
an opportunity; above:
threat.)
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Personalizing E‘xerusfln Being a good
discretion >
_ citizen
Nonconformity ) Conformity
with terms Opting out with terms
of use of use
Gaming the
S} [Stem resisiance
v
Resistance

Figure 6. Categorizing Use Patterns in Terms of Support—-Resistance and Conformity

more active resistance geared toward purposeful misuse or
deliberate nonconformity with FP’s terms of use. Opting out,
conversely, demonstrates more passive resistance as users’ ef-
forts to engage with FP amount to ignoring it. Fear and anger,
in short, seem to be strong contributors to users going against
organizational intent, often with negative consequences; with
both of these use patterns, important data necessary for
achieving desired outcomes from FP (e.g., efficient accredita-
tion reporting) are not entered.

Exercising discretion and personalizing constitute use pat-
terns characterized by support for the new IT, but nonconfor-
mance to IT terms of use; in exercising discretion, users
deviate to a small degree from IT terms of use, while in
personalizing they deviate quite substantially by replacing FP
with MS Word for a key subtask (report formatting and sub-
mission). Mixed emotions or ambivalence, thus, also consti-
tute a strong contributor to users going against organizational
intent. However, use patterns in the support/nonconformance
category may have positive as well as negative organizational
effects (e.g., when terms of use do not support organizational
goals) (Bagayogo et al. 2013). We return to reflect on this
possibility in the discussion section.

In sum, linking the various cues, affective responses, and use
patterns reveals the general picture presented in Figure 7.
Pure forms of the process, where IT stimulus events are ap-
praised consistently, elicit uniform affective responses, and
lead to the adoption of single adaptation strategies, are
reflected in the oft-considered use patterns where support

combines with conformance and resistance combines with
nonconformance to IT terms of use.

We extend the work of Beaudry and Pinsonneault (2010) by
considering impure forms of the process, examples of users
exhibiting contradictory (both-and) appraisals of the IT
stimulus event, resulting in mixed affective responses. Users
vacillate between emphasizing positive and negative aspects
of the stimulus and try to cope with the ambivalence through
compromise (e.g., behaving as if the positive and negative
aspects form a trade-off). Compromise becomes reflected in
supportive use patterns characterized by nonconformance.

Having presented our findings, we now consider their
theoretical and practical implications.

Discussion: Importance of Cues, Why
Users Vacillate and Benefits of
Nonconformance

Much of the prior research on emotions in IT use has focused
on uniform emotions (e.g., anger, anxiety) and their effect on
IT use, directly and through mediating activities, such as
venting or distancing (Beaudry and Pinsonneault 2010;
Cenfetelli 2004). Our research extends this prior work in
three ways: (1) identifying how both uniform and mixed
affective responses around IT use arise in the first place (trig-
gering cues), (2) understanding how users cope with mixed
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Pure adaptation strategy

[ IT Event

Uniform affective
response (one class):

REINFORCING Either-Or appraisal | Exa r_l'tples :
[ ! i Achievement
| interactions . ¥ L
| within/between DOSS
| cues eterrence

Benefits Satisficing Conforming-

support pattern

h 4

Self preservation Non-conforming-

resistance
Disturbance handling_ patterns

.

" IT Event

‘Impure’ adaptation strategy

| Vacillation between
| Both-And appraisal . : . ) positive-approach &
OPPOSITIONAL | Mixed affective reaponse: | . -ive approach )
) . | Examples: Non-conforming-
interactions >
L i ¥ Achievement + Loss support patterns
within/between )
Achievement + Deterrence
cues
Appraisals Affective Adaptation IT use & non-use
responses strategies patterns

Figure 7. Linking Cues, Affective Responses, Adaptation Strategies, and Use Patterns

affective responses (see Pratt and Doucet 2000), and (3) theo-
rizing the effect of mixed affective responses on IT use in
terms of qualitatively distinct IT use patterns that may be
either supportive or resistant and conforming or noncon-
forming to organizational terms of use (Bagayogo et al. 2013;
van Offenbeek et al. 2013). As such, our study answers the
calls made by Bagozzi (2007) and Ortiz de Guinea and
Markus (2009) for more theorizing on how emotions enter
decision-making in IT use.

Interacting Cues: Are Some Cues
More Important Than Others?

We find that both consistent and contradictory appraisals of
the IT event are possible. Contradictory appraisals (e.g., an
IT event is appraised as both a threat and an opportunity) are
based on oppositional interactions within and/or between cues
of the IT event (different aspects of the same cue or different
cues are appraised in different ways). Consistent appraisals
are based on reinforcing interactions within and/or between
cues (different aspects of the same cue or different cues are
appraised in the same way).

One implication of being able to unpack an IT stimulus event
into multiple cues is the necessity to understand which cues
are salient under which circumstances. We propose that three
of the five cues identified in this paper (/T instrumentality, IT
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symbolism, identity work), and their interactions, are likely to
occupy an important role in most IT implementation projects
in workplace settings. The new IT artifact itself is the focal
point in implementation projects, and the instrumental con-
straints and opportunities the artifact offers, often in com-
parison with previous tools, are going to be influential in how
most users adapt and come to use the new IT, regardless of
specific organizational context (see Markus and Silver 2008).
Further, the symbolic associations the IT artifact communi-
cates, especially if strong and negative, can override many
other concerns. This importance of IT instrumentality and IT
symbolism confirms prior research that has demonstrated their
key role in how physical artifacts elicit emotions (Rafaeli and
Vilnai-Yavetz 2004). However, our findings showed little
evidence of the third factor identified by Rafaeli and Vilnai-
Yavetz: that of aesthetics. Most empirical research con-
ducted to date that demonstrates the importance of aesthetics
has focused on consumer electronic devices or websites (see
Lindgaard et al. 2006; Thiiring and Mahlke 2007), suggesting
contexts of leisure and “infotainment.” Within work settings,
aesthetics of IT may play a different role depending on
whether the IT is used in the back office or is customer facing
(consider, for example, the different demands of air traffic
controllers and customers wanting to track the flight of a
loved one). While the role of aesthetics, thus, seems unde-
cided and requires further research, we propose that the cue
of identity work is likely to be salient in most workplace
contexts.



The characteristics of the new IT that users perceive in the
particular work environment communicate something about
the value of the users’ day-to-day work activities (i.e., their
status and performance in the organization). Prior research
has demonstrated that people have the need to reflexively
maintain a consistent biography (Obodaru 2012; Walsham
1998):

[This] sense of historical person-hood—experienced
as an inchoate feeling—helps us to pick out what we
find relevant about our surroundings and, in so
doing, our feelings about our situation condition our
state of expectancy, since we are always preparing
for action (Thompson 2012, p. 195).

In studies of IT implementations across various contexts, this
need to maintain a consistent biography through identity work
has been demonstrated multiple times. For example, when
electronic health record systems support and reinforce the
identity of physicians as caregivers and professionals (e.g.,
enhancing their self-perception of competence), they are more
likely to adopt and use the system (Mishra et al. 2012).
Similar findings have also been suggested in ERP implemen-
tations (Alvarez 2008) and online communities (Ma and
Agarwal 2007).

In sum, we suggest that researchers studying IT-related emo-
tions in the workplace begin their explorations by considering
the potential for IT stimuli to elicit emotions in three ways:
instrumentally, symbolically, and biographically.

Coping with Mixed Emotions: Vacillation
and Compromise

Turning to the process through which affective cues, affective
responses, and IT use patterns are linked, our findings largely
confirm the pure forms of the process proposed by Beaudry
and Pinsonneault (2005, 2010). We extend this process theo-
rizing by considering impure forms, hypothetical situations
considered by Beaudry and Pinsonneault where appraisals of
an IT event are contradictory. We find that users cope with
mixed affective responses by combining behaviors associated
with different adaptation strategies, vacillating between posi-
tive and negative approach strategies (Pratt and Doucet 2000).
It is possible that in the face of a uniform affective response,
users find it easier to recognize and put a name to their emo-
tions (Scheer 2012) and respond in ways that are typical. For
example, when the affective response is anger or worry, users
adopt clear coping strategies of self-preservation or distur-
bance handling. In the face of a mixed or ambivalent affec-
tive response, users are likely to see the stimulus event as
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unusual or atypical (Fong 2006) and have more difficulty in
clearly labeling their array of emotions. Given this, it is not
unexpected that users are responding with a vacillating
strategy, indicating an active attempt to find a compromise
between the positive and negative aspects of the stimulus
event to cope with the ambivalence (Pratt and Doucet 2000).

Our findings show the presence of black-and-white com-
promises but not the other coping strategies that research has
suggested people use to deal with ambivalence, such as
domination (i.e., emphasizing either only the negative or
positive aspects of the stimulus), or holism (i.e., a win—win
approach where both aspects of the source of ambivalence are
embraced) (Ashforth et al. 2014). It is posited that different
strategies people use to cope with ambivalence are more or
less effective under different circumstances. For example,
black-and-white compromise works well when the core of
both positive and negative aspects of the stimulus need to be
preserved and the user involved has at least moderate discre-
tion or agency (ibid., p. 13). These circumstances seem to
apply well in the FP case: through a black-and-white
compromise, faculty members can attend to both the positive
and negative elements in FP instrumentality and exercise
some discretion in how to make use of this instrumentality; in
short, it allows the faculty to address a problem they see,
rather than escaping from or denying the problem. A gray
compromise or a domination of either the positive or the
negative side, conversely, would muddy the distinction
between the positive and negative instrumental elements or
eliminate one of them from the user’s attention and, therefore,
potentially hinder problem solving through exercising discre-
tion. Holism is considered a coping mechanism in the same
spirit as black-and-white compromise, but involves complete
acceptance of both the positive and negative aspects of the
source of ambivalence. It can be facilitated by mindful and
wise actors who engage in “both/and” thinking and exercise
informed choice (ibid.). In our case, this would suggest the
ability of users to fully accept both the worry stemming from
not being able to represent themselves as they would like in
FP, and the satisfaction they gain from FP enabling report
editing. Full acceptance would suggest users are able to
juxtapose both emotions and convert this into a win—win
opportunity rather than a trade-off. While theoretically the
distinction is useful, it is difficult to describe how a manifes-
tation of a holistic approach would differ from a black-and-
white compromise.

Incorporating the possibility of ambivalence in the study of
IT-related change thus opens an avenue for further research
into how, when, and why users compromise (or do not) in dif-
ferent ways and the influence of these coping strategies on
how users engage with the new IT.
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Effects of Mixed Emotions and Compromise:
Benefits of Nonconforming Use?

We conceptualized continued IT use as a set of qualitatively
distinct patterns that can be described in terms of the task,
system, and user (Burton-Jones and Gallivan 2007) and
grouped according to two dimensions: support/resistance and
conformance/nonconformance to terms of use (Bagayogo et
al. 2013; van Offenbeek et al. 2013). Being able to group the
use patterns according to these two dimensions allows for the
assessment of the use and nonuse behaviors in terms of their
support/resistance toward the [T-associated change and their
degree of conformity to organizational intent. One implica-
tion of this nuanced assessment is that it allows for both
researchers and practitioners to better understand the organi-
zational effects that seemingly detrimental user behaviors can
have. For example, nonconformity can be a way for users to
deal with ambivalent emotions about an IT event and to con-
tribute to the achievement of organizational intent without
sacrificing their individual satisfaction with system use. In
short, while uniformly positive affective responses may seem
desirable, our findings suggest—in line with prior research
(Beaudry and Pinsonneault 2010)—that uniform satisfaction
(achievement) leads to minimal user engagement and rather
passive compliance. Ambivalent emotions, conversely, can
lead to exercising discretion and personalizing, active en-
gagement on the part of users attempting to reconcile
individual and organizational intent by complying with what
they see is the true intent behind FP: collecting accurate data
about faculty activities, while not conforming to terms of use
which they see as misaligned with this intent. For example,
the requirement to submit the annual report through FP is not
conformed to in the personalizing use pattern; this noncon-
formance allows faculty members to do their part in helping
the university collect faculty activity data, while also main-
taining their ability to format and personalize their annual
reports and so keep some control over their performance
evaluation. Interms ofthe universities’ ability to then use the
data for accreditation or budgeting purposes, the noncon-
formity here has no adverse effects (see Bagayogo et al.
2013). Rather, nonconformity allows users to acknowledge
the presence of ambivalence and find a compromise in IT use
(Ashforth et al. 2014) without resorting to avoidance (sup-
pression of ambivalence) or mild sabotage (domination of the
negative approach response).

Practical Implications
Our findings show that users react emotionally to a range of

cues associated with an IT implementation event. Managers
tasked with implementation should not, therefore, assume that
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(negative) reactions are simply related to users’ (negative)
perceptions of usefulness and usability of the IT artifact (i.e.,
IT instrumentality). Focusing only on this can lead to unin-
tended consequences (see Rivard and Lapointe 2012; Robey
and Boudreau 1999) when, for example, a manager agrees to
a software modification whereas the negative affective
response arose more from a user not being involved in the
change process. While this may suggest that the IT itself is
neutral, and affective responses reflect only organizational
practices, this is not the case. The standardized classification
system on which FP is built constrains faculty members’
activities in real and visible ways, and contributes to the
symbolism of one-size-fits-all as much as the administration’s
desire for standardized CVs. IT stimulus events, thus, should
be considered multidimensional with many affective cues
working together.

Accordingly, our research highlights that it is important for
those tasked with implementation to take into account al/ of
the cues associated with the new IT in their specific setting.
However, it might be difficult for managers to gauge the
particular cue that has triggered an affective response like
frustration. Indeed, as we have seen, users sometimes react
to the same cue with different affective responses or respond
to a confluence of cues. This suggests the importance of
obtaining in-depth feedback from users throughout the pro-
cess, rather than simply focusing on user engagement as it
relates to the functionality of the IT artifact. That being said,
it is often difficult to elicit genuine feedback from users prior
to going live because the project is not salient to them at that
stage (Wagner and Piccoli 2007). Moreover, it is also clear
that, given the range of cues to which users respond during an
IT implementation event, it is infeasible to eliminate all nega-
tive affective responses. Indeed, our findings imply that not
all negative affective responses are counterproductive.
Instead, negative and mixed affective responses and the asso-
ciated nonconforming use patterns can be seen as learning
opportunities for managers, who can then pursue changes in
the post-implementation period. This endorses the importance
of post-implementation changes (see Wagner et al. 2010) but,
importantly, our findings provide practical guidance as to
what types of negotiations may prove useful. Examples
include managers considering negotiations involving not just
technological changes, but also changes to the organizational
intent in implementing the technology. Our findings suggest
that managers should attempt to recognize situations where
nonconformance has no adverse organizational consequences
and instead enables users to be supportive of the IT. Not
countenancing nonconforming behaviors would, thus, be
counterproductive, while making adjustments to terms of use
may lead to better alignment between organizational intent
and use patterns.



A pragmatic course of action open to managers is, therefore,
not to try to root out resistance or particular coping behaviors
(e.g., self-preservation and psychological distancing), but to
focus on the underlying factors that can bring about changes
in these behaviors naturally: namely, the interactions within
and between affective cues. For example, getting users to
focus on the instrumental aspects (i.e., inputting data to a
system) can neutralize the task at hand (i.e., downplaying
negative symbolic associations or negative interactions with
implementers), and thereby help to ensure users are more
likely to perform this task. At State, this was accomplished
by hiring a graduate student who helped in training faculty
members. Being neither a member of the faculty nor the
administration (the decision makers around FP), this person
could remain neutral and technology-oriented, helping faculty
members to fill out their data without getting into heated
discussions about any hidden agenda.

Limitations, Future Research,
and Concluding Thoughts I

The generalizability of our research findings is limited by the
fact that we have only looked at one type of IT, implemented
in one type of organizational context. There are, therefore,
many promising avenues for further research that could build
on this study. Future examinations of other types of IT use in
other (nonacademic) contexts may suggest different types of
affective cues, thereby extending our findings. Longitudinal
examination of cues, emotions, and use patterns could be
undertaken to reveal more about the conditions under which
cues change over time, and the influence of these changes on
resulting emotions and use patterns. Our findings do not
reveal why a particular cue is more or less salient for an
individual user. Future research is required to identify the
circumstances that lead to cues being salient—alone or in
combination. Recent research on ambivalence suggests that
role conflicts, contradictory goals, and multifaceted objects
may be fruitful concepts to start with in identifying some of
the important circumstances (Ashforth et al. 2014).

Additionally, our findings cannot reveal why users cope with
mixed affective responses as they do. As described above, we
only found users engaging in a vacillation strategy (specifi-
cally black-and-white compromise). While Ashforth et al.
(2014) consider some of the attributes that condition how
users respond to ambivalence (e.g., the need to honor both
positive and negative aspects of the stimulus, user agency),
future research is needed to better understand when and why
users select between, for example, a black-and-white compro-
mise and a holistic response. Furthermore, while our study
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offers insights into how users respond to ambivalent emotions
and the kinds of use patterns that emerge, we have limited
evidence as to whether these use patterns are more or less
likely to be organizationally beneficial (see Bagayogo et al.
2013). Given that users can respond to ambivalence with
other strategies beyond vacillation and black-and-white com-
promise, it is likely that ambivalent emotions can lead to
many different kinds of use patterns. The two observed in our
case (exercising discretion and personalizing) were arguably
helpful in terms of aligning organizational and individual
intents. We must admit, though, that uncovering the true
organizational intent for FP in our settings is a difficult task,
suggesting that the misalignments observed between organi-
zational intent and FP terms of use are also open to inter-
pretation. Further field research where organizational intent,
terms of use, and individual intent are clearly identifiable, is
thus needed to help theorize the impact of emotional ambiv-
alence on effective use (Burton-Jones and Grange 2013).

To conclude, our research suggests that users respond emo-
tionally to a confluence of cues present in an IT stimulus
event. The type of affective response (uniform or mixed)
depends on the nature and content (positive/negative) of the
cues and their interactions. People respond to their emotions
with either clear adaptation strategies or a vacillating strategy.
These coping behaviors and strategies are then reflected in
particular IT use patterns. Use patterns contain distinct
sequences of actions characteristic to the pattern, and contain
elements of both use and nonuse. Tracing use patterns back
to affective responses, and the particular cues that elicited
these emotions, allows researchers to better understand how
and why users make the IT use choices that they do.
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Appendix A

Coding and Aggregating Data I

Table A1. Coding Scheme and Examples for the Concept of Affective Cues

Interpretive
Data Examples Descriptive Coding Coding
“FP asked me to enter everything one author at a time. | tried to do it for one of the publica- . .
. . . . NS Functionality
tions and it took forever. It was enough to completely alienate me.” (Vice Provost, State) . .
w . . . S Affordance IT instrumentality
Two most annoying things about FP: | can’t edit a publication entered by a co-author and | Constraint
can’'t see what | have entered (a report preview)” (Tenured professor, PS, Private)
“The initial chairs’ response—they were just furious, because the software application very .
“ A N : Dominant
much does seem to be a “one size fits all” (Department chair, A&S, State) o .
“ I . . . - association IT symbolism
Many people view it as just another bureaucratic requirement they have to fulfill. Metaphor
(Department chair, A&S, Private) P
“My faculty were extremely resistant to using FP, because it did not represent them in the
way that they wanted to be represented either to me or to the outside world.” (Department
. . Performance
chair, A&S, Private) .
oy , . . . , Status Identity work
Being a faculty member—you’re an artisan....So in my mind, there’s a fear of the false Uniqueness
certainty of quantifying things. Do | need to be focusing my activities so that | look good on q
FP or in a way that | look good on the self-crafted CV?” (Tenured professor, A&S, State)
“The outreach gave me the impression that they were trying to do a good job and for that
reason I'm probably less averse to it than my faculty.” (Department chair, PS, Private) . .
o s . . ) Inclusion Involvement in
| think they passed up some feedback, but nothing [happened]....And nobody is talking Exclusion change
about what the categories in FP should be, which is why there are some concerns as to ¢
where FP will lead.” (Department chair, A&S, State)
“I don’t know first hand how difficult it is. | heard such horror stories—faculty and chairs tell
me that it was typing it all in yourself.” (Dean, State) Rumors and myth Interactions with
“They did a good job of saying that this (FP) is a next integration of something we need.” Sales-pitch others
(Former department chair, A&S, Private)
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Table A2. Coding Scheme and Examples for IT Use Patterns

descriptions (like duties, etc.) in Word. My publication record came out fine though.
My concern is not that someone will generate my CV, because | don’t have
anything to hide, but | don’t have any of the descriptive stuff on FP. It's great to
have it output, but then I still have to do stuff afterwards. Totally reformatting, taking
stuff off.” (Tenured professor, A&S, State)

embellishment

Descriptive
Data Examples Coding Interpretive Coding
“I had all my data in FP, but when | generated a report, | had to edit it, because
when you have the final report, you want to get it to look nice, but the basic «Personalizing” pattern
information—the articles, etc.—is coming from the system.” (Department chair, PS, gp
Private) .
“l use the CV. | try to update it as | do things. So | output the CV and then | write Bones vs. System/task: FP for data, Word

for making it “nice”/your own
and for submission.

User: concern mixed with
engaged interest.

“In your CV you usually start with your strongest asset. And it (FP) starts with the
book chapters, usually people start with the articles. So the likelihood of using this
as the basis for my CV is not very high. So that’s why | have no use for FP... for my
own purposes.” (Tenured professor, PS, Private)

“There was some report that showed what admin was going to be looking at. If
they’re only looking at seven fields, then all I'm going to put in is this year’s seven
fields. And I'm going to try to figure out minimally which buttons I'm going to have
to choose but I'm not going to try to massage it into being in any way meaningful.”
(Tenured professor, A&S, State)

Minimal effort
(personal gain)

Make yourself
look good

“Gaming the system” pattern

System/task: enter only that
data into FP that will make you
look good to the administration.
User: cynicism and anxiety.

“So part of my thinking here is—does your administration care? s it relevant?
Does it matter for their reports? So that in my mind prioritizes the importance of
dealing with some of these categories. So I’'m not just filling it out for me, I'm filling
this out with my own sense of institutional understanding regarding what this
information is supposed to do.” (Department chair, A&S, Private)

“I don’t fill out the abstracts. ‘Date accepted’, ‘date published’, ‘date submitted’—I
usually end up filling out one of those and in the end | go back and change it to date
published, so there is a few too many fields.” (Tenured professor, A&S, Private)
“Departmental service is not important for me, the review is totally based on my
scholarship. So | kept only professional service and scholarship. | might have left
my classes on. Our courses are just pulled from our university system.” (Tenured
professor, A&S, State)

Pick and choose

“Exercising discretion”
pattern

System/task: enter all data into
FP that is important to you and
to the university from your
perspective

User: frustration mixed with
engaged interest

“| always look at last year’s just because | figure it's a good starting point. It's sort
of a completion check for me. | just throw everything up there that might be
relevant. | like to keep track of what I'm doing. I'm just taking it one step at a time.”
(Tenured professor, PS, Private)

“The first thing to do is | know in my e-mail | got the instructions that got sent to us

Everything in

“Being a good citizen” pattern

System/task: enter all data into

people to do it for us. So, in effect, it did disappear.” (Department chair, PS, State)

for doing the faculty activity reports. So I'm logged into FP, so | think I'm gonna go .FOHOW t.he FP that N requ.|red.
) ) . ) , instructions User: neutral interest/
back and read those instructions once, before | do it. The other thing | haven’t done .. L
. . . . disinterest, conscientiousness
yet is - | didn’t look up my report from last year. | just kind of go by the...
(instructions)—student-focused activities....departmental committees.” (Former
department chair, A&S, Private)
“I think last year, | just didn’t do it because the basic tenor around here was like it “Opting out” pattern
doesn’t really matter, probably half the school’s not doing it anyway. So why are we | Opt out
beating ourselves over the head.” (tenured professor, A&S, State) System/task: no FP features
“There’s a substantial number of faculty members who have learned over the years used
that if you just ignore it, it will go away. And finally it got so embarrassing they hired | Ignore User: resentful disengagement
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Appendix B

Chains of Evidence I

Table B1. Being a Good Citizen: Evidence Chain for Use Pattern Emergence

Affective Adaptation
Cues Appraisal Responses Behaviors IT Use Pattern

IT “There are a lot of things | Uniform: “/ would Pure: Being a Good Citizen

instrumentality have to re-enter even though say we've had a Benefits A1. lloginto FP
Q@ they are the same answer as good adaptation. | satisficing; A2. |read the instructions
_g previously. But generally, it's think we installed minimal A3. |look over last year's
o a tremendous time saving something, we made | adaptation (Use report.
n % when you do annual reports, progress.” FP as given) A4. 1 go through each
22 because the stuff comes out “l always look at section of the annual
<
g in the right form.” (Either-or: last year’s just report and enter data
s < [¢] y
59 FP seen as an opportunity) because | figure its | A5. | am done with all
= - - - - - - a good starting sections
T 9 Interactions with There was a lot of ‘we hear Reinforcing the point. It's sort of a A6. | generate the report
E o others "in th ” ift : g L
£ 9 you’in the message... uniform response: .
S% (Either-or: Opportunity, but “l think they [admin- completion check in MS Word; check
o5 Y i ’ . . / for me. | just throw the report
S 3 little direct control) istration] did a good everything up there | A7. | go back to edit the
%’ ’é j,Ob of saying that‘ this | that might be report in FP
o Qe is a next /Ifltegratlon relevant. I'm just A8. When satisfied, |
- of sorrnleth/ng we taking it one step at certify my report is

need. a time.” complete in FP and
submit it through FP

Table B2. Gaming the System: Evidence Chain for Use Pattern Emergence

Affective

Cues Appraisal Responses Adaptation Behaviors IT Use pattern
. Identity “This is some sort of silly data that is going | Uniform: “/ was Pure: Gaming the System
% work to be looked at by higher administration fearful that, just Disturbance handling; B1. Ilog into FP
N and then they’re going to either club you because of how | problem and emotion- B2. |go through
) or give you brownie points. | just sort of think administration focused + those sections
ﬁ felt it was more like a club, when it came looks at things, it psychological of the annual
) down to it, because there was no intrinsic (FP) was going to be | distancing & task report/CV that
_g worth that | could see. The subtleties of another way that adaptation (Work- will make me
o what we do are not collected.” (Either-or: | they boil it down to arounds and FP as a look good to
g)_" FP seen as a threat) this number.” meaningless the adminis-
< | Involve- | “At the beginning, there was talk about it Reinforcing the administrative tool) tration .
S | mentin | [engaging faculty in FP configuration], but | uniform response: | /'m goingfo try to figure | B3. | decide that it
% | change | / haven't heard anything.” “l was afraid that out minimally which is enough
S (Either-or: FP seen as a potential threat; | was going to be the | buttons I'm going to
S desire for control) end of the have to choose, but I'm
g discussion.” not going to spend a lot
g of time trying to
~ massage it into being

meaningful.”
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Table B3. Opting Out: Evidence Chain for Use Pattern Emergence

1 department chair (PS), State

1 tenured professor (A&S), State

Adaptation
Cues Appraisal Affective Responses Behaviors IT Use pattern

IT “...it's simply another step in a Uniform: “If it's not Pure: Opting Out

symbolism culture of monitoring us. It feels FP, it's some other Self-preservation; | maintain my CV/do
like the software is allowing a thing that’s gonna emotion-focused my annual report
level of monitoring that would not | make us all angry.” (avoidance) using MS Word,
have been so easy before.” “Faculty members EndNote, etc.
(Either-or: FP seen as a threat) have learned over the

Interactions | “It was pretty clear to me that Reinforcing the years that if you just

with others | there’s no-one looking to see if
vitas have been entered. No-
one’s ever contacted me... “
(Either-or: lack of control over

consequences)

uniform response:
“They’re not doing a
good job of
communicating the
value of FP - either
carrot or stick...”

ignore it, it will go
away. And they’re
right.”

Appendix C

Screenshot of FP’s User Interface (Main Menu) I

Activities Database Main Menu

General Information

Personal and Contact Information

+] Faculty Activity Reporting Status

| Administrative Data - Permanent Data | Yearly Data
Academic, Government, Military and Professional Positions
| Administrative Assignments

) Awards and Honors

»| External Connections and Partnerships
»| Faculty Development Activities Attended
») Licensures and Certifications

L»| Media Contributions

»| Professional Memberships

] Workload Information

Teaching
r| Academic Agvising

[+] Directed Student Learning (e.g.. theses, dissertations)
[»] Non-Credit Instruction Taught
+] Scheduled Teaching

Scholarship/Research

[*] Artistic and Professional Performances and Exhibits
[*] Contracts, Grants and Sponsored Research

[+] Intellectual Contributions
L=} Intetiectual Property (e.g., copyrights, patents)

| Presentations
| Research Cyrrently in Progress

=] Pepartment
|»| College

+} University
»| Professional
l=) Public

Activities Database Main Menu

General Information

| Berional and Contact Information

»] Eaculty Development ACThTes

] Ligensures, Coriffications, and Othe

feisional Distinctions

Teoaching
-] Academic Advising
+] PRLD. Advising
ipy, Directod Study, and Tutorisly
=] Hon-Credit Instruction: Executive Education, Guest Lecture, Seminar, eic,

Scholarship/Research

ong
Research
o4 and |

Eatents and Cop
Service

Annual Activity Report

| Teaching Activities - Courtes | Instructional Resources and Narrative

arly Respurces and Narrathve

+) Service Besources angd May
=] Professional Development Resources and
»| Overall Sel S5 IHME

=| Certify Complete

Annual Planning Report

veral

L MArTAL
=| Certify Complete

FP Main Menu at State

FP Main Menu at Private
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Appendix D

Categorizing Affective Responses I

E;npilrjcal Data -"‘nice"'"-.l .'“.r;lesse&""- .":;Jnhappf ~“pisses off’ T __ - “concern”

vel: ; A ; ; e

Affective P "3 L . X : L “worries met o
responses : good . eglad i notgood” “angry” “furious” © i Cfear
SRt i gur Smeey BRI ool X ; T S O S5 feel like you'

data opefter o e ngrumbling” L et © C'annoying® F- ‘resentful” failed” i
Theoretical

E::i?:?.z e “Satisfaction”  Fleasure” ‘Dissatis:  "Dissapoint-  “Irritation”  "Anger’ “Anxiety/ “Fear”
Grouping of Word stems:  Word faction” ment® Word Word stems: Tension Word
Al good, fine, stems: Word Word stems: angr-, Word stems: stems:
responses into  Nice, satis®  Enioy, stems; stems: annoy" furious, worry®, afraid, fear
affect pleas® dissatisf*, frustrat* resent” distress®

i unhapp”
categories bad

Theoretical

bR T Achievement Loss emotions: Deterrence
Categurllzatlnn emotions: anger, dissatisfaction, emotions:
I(-g',.“ﬂl B2;  aff satisfaction, disappointment, annoyed, anxiety, fear,
rouping of affect pleasure, happiness frustration, disgust worry, distress

categories into
emotion classes
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